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INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 


Mr. Focarry. The committee will come to order. 

Dr. Derthick, the purpose of this meeting is to bring the subcom- 
mittee up to date with regard to developments in the defense educa- 
tion program since we acted on the appropriation bill for fiscal year 
1960. 

In connection with this review we intend to make inquiry regarding 
the shortage of funds in the student loan program that has been 
brought to my attention by all of the universities and colleges of the 
State of Rhode Island. I am told that a great many students who 
have made application have been turned down because the funds have 
been exhausted. They have told me in writing that in many cases 
they are unable to continue their education without this kind of help. 
[ thought that if this is happening in Rhode Island it is happening in 
many other States throughout the country. In my opinion it is a very 
serious situation 

[ remember very well questioning you quite closely last spring 
about the adequacy of the budget request you presented to Congress. 
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I asked you about it several times to give you every opportunity to 
say that you could use more money, but as I remember it, you said 
that with the information that you had at that time, and because of 
the newness of the program, you could not be sure but you thought 
you were asking for sufficient funds. You also told us that, if it 
turned out that you were wrong, you had assurances that you would 
be allowed to request additional funds of Congress fully to carry out 
fully the authority of the Defense Educational Act with respect to 
these student loans. 

Because of the presidents of the schools writing to me, and because 
of the publicity given to the shortage of funds in these universities 
and colleges in Rhode Island I have taken this personal interest. [ 
think that we should explore it on a nationwide basis. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


You have an unusually good prepared statement that was distrib- 
uted to the subcommittee members this morning. I understand that 
each of the members has read it. Would you prefer to read the entire 
statement, or do you want to have it printed as it is and summarize it? 
You may do whatever you desire. 

Dr. Dertruick. We could file the statement for the record and pro- 
ceed to answer the questions you have raised, or any other questions 
that the members of the committee might have. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am pleased to have this 
opportunity at the outset of the congressional session to respond to your call for a 
special progress report on the National Defense Education Act. We are also 
hopeful that you will be able to accept an invitation to visit our building later 
this month for a special showing of visual presentations depicting the progress of 
the NDEA to date. 

During the 16 months this act has been in effect the Federal Government has 
moved forward in partnership with educational agencies, schools, colleges, and 
professional associations across the Nation. Now that we are past the initial 
starting phases of the various NDEA programs, we can begin to look for progress 
and results, and I am pleased to state that the news is reassuring. Nationwide 
response to the stimulus of the act gives convincing evidence of the recognition 
of its worthy purpose and healthy assurance for the fulfillment of its high objectives. 
Once again, we have had demonstrated in the field of education the powerful 
constructive influence which the Federal Government can exert toward the 
attainment of national goals, within our traditional framework of State and local 
control of educational processes, when there is decisive congressional and executive 
leadership. 

Thus far, the Congress has appropriated a total of $265,300,000 for the programs for 


fiscal years 1959 and 1960, of which about $250 million will be used for the furtherance , 


of the objectives of this act. This quarter of a billion dollars, however, is not the 
complete picture. Matching funds provided throughout the States from non- 
Federal sources during this same period will amount to over $143 million. This 
means that in the short span of less than 2 years a total of $400 million will have 
been spent to strengthen the national defense through improved educational 
programs to meet critical national needs. , 

Needless to say, the cooperative participation between the Office, the States, 
and the schools and colleges in a program so vital to our national well-being, is in 
itself proof that the NDEA is designed to meet national needs which are now 
being recognized at all levels of government and by all segments of our education 
system. 
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STUDENT LOANS—TITLE II 


As you will recall from our previous appearance before you in connection with 
the 1960 budget, one of the programs for which we were unable at that time to 
forecast accurately the 1960 needs was the student loan program, title Il. On 
July 1, 1959, the available balances of student loan funds, including both the 
Federal contribution and the universities’ contributions, amounted to $58,100,000. 
Loans and commitments made from July 1 to October 31, 1959, totaled $36,900,000, 
leaving a balance of $21,200,000 available for loans during the remainder of the 
1959-60 academic year and for commitments to fall 1960 enrollees. On the basis 
of studies and analyses made by the Office of Education, Secretary Flemming 
recently announced that reports from 1,244 of the participating institutions 
revealed that they cannot meet the needs of their students without additional 
funds during the current fiscal year, and that he had initiated a request for a 
supplemental appropriation for this program. . , , 

As the institutions of higher learning and the Office gain experience in meeting 
student loan needs, our ability to estimate requirements will improve. Last year, 
the lateness in availability of funds resulted in the payment of capital contributions 
which institutions could not fully utilize for loan purposes by June 30, 1959, 
thereby producing a sizable carryover in funds to fiscal year 1960. On the other 
hand, one of the very encouraging accomplishments of last year was the extent 
to which loan commitments were made in the spring, for fall enrollees—particu- 
larly entering freshmen—for over 20,000 students were thereby assured of funds 
to begin or continue their education. 

In order to assure reasonableness and equity in the 1960 allocations, institutions 
followed Office suggestions for submitting requests for funds with the result 
that appropriations covered in total about 85 percent of the approved requests 
of institutions. Actually, the revised reasonable requests of the institutions this 
vear totaled some $4.5 million more than the available funds ineluding funds 
already carried over from 1959. Unfortunately, the State allotment provisions 
of the act resulted in varying apportionments to the participating institutions 
ranging from 55 to 100 percent of their approved requests. Thirty-three States 
received less than 100 percent of their approved requests, while 18 received 100 
percent. However, it should be especially noted that the overall funds lacked 
only $4.5 million of meeting the approved requests. 

Reports filed by participating institutions as of the end of October indicate 
that supplemental needs go beyond the $4.5 million deficit reported above. The 
general acceptance by students of the loan concept as an aid to financing their 
college expenses has indeed been revealed by the fact that 70,000 loans (or coim- 
mitments) were made this fall. Institutions also reported that loans were denied 
to some 8,000 eligible students and reduced for 16,000 others because of inadequate 
loan funds—and this situation was generally true in States which had received 
100 percent of their institutional requests as well as in those which received less 
than 100 percent. Most institutions are in need of funds to set aside for spring 
commitments to incoming freshmen if the program is to fulfill its mission of 
stimulating education beyond the high school to able students. Of particular 
interest is the fact that loans to freshmen thus far outnumber those made to any 
other class. Specifically, 30 percent of the loans have been made to freshmen; 
19 percent to sophomores; 20 percent to juniors; 21 percent to seniors; and 10 
percent to graduate students. By June 30, 1960, well over 100,000 students 
will have been aided in their college program through the student loan funds. 
In view of the fact that, historically, college student loan funds have not been 
well utilized in the past, we feel that aid to over 5 percent of the total collegiate 
body in such a short span of time is indicative of healthy progress. 

The national defense student loan program has obviously added a new dimension 
to the methods by which students finance their education. As recently as Sep- 
tember 1958, a report issued by the Office of Education showed that colleges and 
universities had a total of $26 million available for loans in 1956 and had made 
loans of only $13 million, averaging $162 per loan. 

Since the passage of the National Defense Education Act, not only has $62 
million been made available through Federal funds, but it is clear from many 
reports that colleges are liberalizing the terms of their own loan funds to meet 
the terms of NDEA and that State programs are also growing in number and 
lending to large numbers of students. Student loans are now averaging $500 
per year. Borrowing in order to help meet educational costs has apparently 
been accepted by students everywhere. Temple University reported to us as 
recently as January 4, that a sizable number of loan recipients at that institution 
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had previously dropped out of college for financial reasons, despite superior 
records, and had now returned because this aid was available. They further 
reported that between 10 percent and 15 percent of Temple’s loan recipients had 
previously been part-time students but that now most of them are able to study 
full time, thus developing their talents more rapidly. ; 

Title II of NDEA also provides for loans to institutions for the non-Federa] 
contribution to the student loan fund. Experience to date has indicated that 
the funds provided for this purpose are in excess of actual needs, and we are 
requesting, as part of our supplemental appropriation, the transfer of the un- 
needed portion of the $1 million set aside for such loans for use as Federal 
contributions. 


IMPROVEMENT IN SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS AND FOREIGN LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION— 
TITLE III 


Title III of NDEA provides financial assistance for strengthening science, 
mathematics, and foreign language instruction in our elementary and secondary 
schools by grants to States for the acquisition of equipment, and for supervisory 
services, and for loans to nonprofit private schools for the acquisition of equip- 
ment. During fiscal year 1959 a total of $32.6 million was granted to the various 
States for acquisition of equipment and minor remodeling. This sum provided 
for a total of 10,570 separate school projects of which 6,286 were in science, 2,601 
in mathematics, and 1,683 in foreign languages. States estimate currently that 
they will use about $59 million of Federal funds in 1960, which should provide 
for about 20,000 additional projects. Tremendous interest has been shown in 
this program, and the Office is currently engaged in a series of regional conferences 
with State personnel in order to clarify procedures and render assistance in ex- 
pediting the program. 

The most gratifying part of any program is the realization that, behind the cold 
statistics of dollars and projects, lies the individual who benefits from the program. 
One of our staff had the real meaning of title III brought home to him when a 
high school senior explained that his dream of acquiring sufficient credits for 
college entrance could now be realized. For the first time in 10 years this boy’s 
high school in a rural community was able to offer courses in chemistry I and 
algebra II. This kind of example can be multiplied by the thousands throughout 
the country. Another instance of progress is noted in the report of 25 Oklahoma 
high schools which increased their per pupil expenditures from $1.24 in 1958, to 
$16.54 for science lab equipment as the result of title III. From Sabetha, Kans., 
we learn that their high school became the first in the State to have a language 
laboratory. About 70 of the 200 students enrolled in first year Spanish and 23 
adults began studying at night. Some 90 third and fourth graders began Spanish 
as a part of regular class work. 

An exciting story all in itself is the rapid extension of foreign language instruc- 
tion down to the lower elementary grades. 

Some States are still encountering difficulty in securing matching funds for 
participation in the grants for supervisory and related services. A total of $1.1 
million was paid to the States for this purpose in 1959, and it is estimated that 
about $2.6 million of the $4 million appropriated for 1960 will be used by the 
States. Funds spent so far, however, have achieved remarkable results, as evi- 
denced by the fact that State supervisors of instruction in science, mathematics, 
and foreign languages have quadrupled since the NDEA—science supervisors 
have already increased from 11 in 8 States to 46 in 29 States. In one State, it 
was reported that the $20,000 Federal grant stimulated a complete reorganization 
and staffing of the State supervisory services in these areas with substantial State 
support. 

One part of the NDEA which has had relatively less participation is the pro- 
gram for loans to nonprofit private schools for the acquisition of equipment. 
While the rate of participation is still low the beneficial results in individual school 
projects has been quite rewarding. We now estimate that only $2 million of the 
$7.2 million reserved for this purpose in 1960 will be used. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE FELLOWSHIPS—TITLE IV 


The graduate fellowship program under title IV of NDEA was one of the first 
to achieve operation at maximum authorization. One thousand fellowships were 
awarded in 1959 in 272 new or expanded programs at 123 institutions of higher 
education. For the 1,500 additional fellowships which are now being awarded 
in 1960, 159 graduate schools have requested 5,370 fellowships for 918 programs. 
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Approval has been given to 406 programs in 136 institutions—and announcements 
are now being released to Members of Congress and to the institutions. The 
fellowships for 1960 are in the following fields: Humanities, 27 percent; education, 
7 percent; social sciences, 30 percent; biological sciences, 10 percent; physical 
sciences, 16 percent; and engineering, 10 percent. It is indeed heartening that 
this program, which is so vital to the strengthening of college level teaching, is 
operating at its maximum authorized rate. 

The need to strengthen graduate schools throughout the country has been 
recognized by approving programs in every State of the Union where the doctor’s 
degree is awarded, and by awarding a relatively larger number of fellowships to 
the States from which have come the smallest number of graduates. 

The desperate need for more college teachers in the next 10 years is being met 
by supporting 2,500 graduate students as of September 1960, who will be en- 
raging in at least 3 years of full-time graduate work which will qualify them for 
the college teaching profession. Within 3 years, we will see many hundreds of 
new teachers, many of whom could not have been trained in such a short time, 
entering the coilege-university teaching profession. This is none too soon to 
help meet the expanding enrollments in colleges and universities. 


GUIDANCE, COUNSELING, AND TESTING—TITLE V 


Title V provides for the guidance, counseling, and testing of secondary school 
students, and for institutes to train and upgrade counselors. This title is aimed 
primarily at the identification and encouragement of able students. A total of 
$22.4 million has been appropriated for 1959 and 1960 for guidance, counseling, 
and testing grants to States, of which about $20.1 million will be used by the 
States. An indication of progress under this title is the fact that only 43 State 
agencies had a total of 58 guidance supervisors before NDEA; today, 50 State 
agencies have a total of 144 guidance supervisors. During the 1958-59 school 
year, a total of 2,120,000 tests were administered to secondary school students 
under title V. 

The counseling and guidance training institutes for which $8,880,000 has thus 
far been appropriated is another phase of NDEA which has made long strides 
in a relatively short time. Fiscal year 1959 funds provided for 50 summer insti- 
tutes with an enrollment of 2,210 and 7 regular session institutes with enrollment 
of 300 students. The 2,210 counselors enrolled in the summer guidance institutes 
are now putting into practice in the secondary schools where they are employed 
what they learned this summer. It is estimated that each counselor will counsel 
with an average of 300 students during the year. This being the case, more than 
660,000 secondary school students now have access to the benefits accruing from 
the training received by the enrollees of the institutes. Fiscal year 1960 funds 
will provide for about 75 summer institutes with an enrollment of about 3,000 and 
about 23 regular session institutes with an enrollment of about 1,000. Over 1 
million additional secondary school students will benefit from the training provided 
to the enrollees of these institutes. 

Title V is stimulating improvements in guidance services along lines strongly 
urged by leading educational authorities which prominently includes Dr. James 
B. Conant. Trainees finishing the summer institutes have been highly appre- 
ciative of the advantages gained. One wrote “‘we like the practicability—the 
realism of the course, related as it was at every point to the problems we face every 
day and arming us to deai with them.”’ Estimates indicate that each year one 
quarter of a million able students fail to continue their education—title V promises 
to help erase this serious loss of talent. 


LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT—TITLE VI 


A major impetus has been given to advanced training in foreign languages and 
areas through title VI which authorizes training centers, fellowships, research, 
and institutes. No more dramatic example can be cited in the NDEA to illustrate 
progress both in activity and attitude than the awakened American interest in 
foreign language instruction for which title VI provides timely leadership. By 
June 30, 1960, about 40 training centers will have been established and over 550 
fellowships in rarely taught languages will have been awarded. Emphasis is 
being placed on the six most critical languages, spoken by almost 40 percent of the 
world’s population—Arabic, Chinese, Hindu-Urdu, Japanese, Portuguese, and 
Russian. The 1959 funds for language research have provided for 20 projects 
6 in studies and surveys, 6 in teaching methods, and 8 in specialized materials. 
Nine additional projects of this nature have already been initiated in 1960. 
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A particularly impressive aspect of title VI has occurred in the program for 
language institutes. The $4.8 million provided for 1959 and 1960 will finance 
51 institutes at an average cost of $94,000. These institutes will provide advanced 
specialized training for over 3,000 language teachers, who in turn will be better 
equipped to instruct some 360,000 students. The cost of providing these students 
with better instruction through language institutes for teachers amounts to about 
$13.30 per student for the 2-year period. Obviously, these teachers will make 
possible the most advantageous use of grant funds provided for language equip- 
ment by title ITI. 

Title VI reflects the increasing significant role of the United States in inter- 
national affairs and the resultant need for many more citizens trained in the 
languages of the world, especially those hitherto neglected in our schools. Some 
measure of the job to be done is revealed by the fact that at the beginning of 1959 
no American institution of highe ‘r education taught any one of at least 50 lan- 
guages, each spoken by from 2 to 42 million people. Another problem is revealed 
by one director of an NDEA language institute in 1959 who reported that less 
than 10 percent of the high school foreign language teachers in attendance could 
carry on a simple conversation in the languages they taught; this is not a refleec- 
tion on the teachers so much as it shows our tardiness in placing emphasis on the 
“communication” aspect of language instruction. 


NEW EDUCATIONAL MEDIA—TITLE VII 


The exploration and development of all types of communication media as aids 
to teaching are moving ahead under title VII. The shortage of teachers, the vast 
amounts of knowledge instructors must impart to students, and the excellence of 
scholarship our modern world demands of graduates, place great strain on con- 
ventional teaching resources. The interest in this program is evidenced by the 
fact that over 250 approvable proposals for research grants have been received, 
of which about one-half will be financed from the available funds of $4,600,000. 
About 30 dissemination contracts will also be financed from these funds out of the 
175 dissemination proposals submitted. 

The research grants, approved under title VII, are of three significant types: 
(1) Those on irily addressed to the improvement of teacher education through 
the use of TV, (2) the development of self-learning devices (usually called teaching 
machines), and (3) deve lopment and testing of new materials in various subject 
fields, including language, science, mathematics, history and engineering. The 
dissemination projects include surveys and feasibility studies looking toward 
improved or increased use of these new media in education. Title VII of the 
N DEA is helping to lay a foundation for wide use of newer media, and through 
its grant and contract programs has already begun to reach across the Nation. 
Educational television, for example, is being employed by the State department 
of education in Maine to reach gifted youngsters living in rural communities with 
special supplementary programs of instruction. Earlham College, Harvard 
University, and others are now doing studies in a field which may represent a new 
dimension in American education, namely the development and testing of devices 
for self-instruction which make it possible for a student to assume more responsi- 
bility for his own learning. Another study which includes a national sample of 
parents of the deaf is centered on ways of using audio-visual materials for improv- 
ing parental attitudes toward educating deaf children. 


AREA VOCATIONAL EDUCATION—TITLE VIII 


Although the NDEA places considerable emphasis on the development of 
professionals, it does not overlook the need for highly skilled technicians in the 
scientific fields. Title VIII provides assistance to the States so that they may 
improve their vocational education programs through area vocational education 
programs. The $10,750,000 appropriated for fiscal years 1959 and 1960 will 
provide specialized vocational training for almost 130,000 students in such fields 
as electronics, electrical technology, mechanical drafting and design, chemistry, 
instrumentation, and electronic data programing. About 60 percent of the enroll- 
ment is in extension classes and two-thirds of the 300 programs are post-high school 
level. Fifty-two States and territories are now participating in this program, and 
indicative of its impact is the record of one State which, through the stimulation 
of title VIII, has already established a new school for 400 students and 
has expanded its technical training programs to every county through a doubling 
of its area vocational education programs. 
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IMPROVEMENT IN STATISTICAL REPORTING—TITLE X 


The actual progress of educational programs cannot be evaluated properly or 
appropriate improvements planned unless adequate and reliable statistics are 
accumulated, processed, and disseminated in a timely fashion. Title X, which 
provides for grants to States for the improvement of their statistical records and 
processes, will have made available about $1.8 million to 50 States and territories 
for significant improvements in educational statistics. One of the most significant 
accomplishments in this program is the acceleration in the adoption of standard 
terms, definitions, and units of measure to make State statistics more comparable 
on a national basis. In practically every State there is evidence of a strong move 
to extend the development of data-gathering processes and to implement improve- 
ments designed to expedite reports. Title X is providing an effective vehicle for 
improving both State and National statistical reporting. 


NDEA AS A COORDINATED ENTITY 


A discussion of the high points of each title of the National Defense Education 
Act would not be complete without some indication of how the act as a whole 
provides a unified forward thrust to programs designed to serve the national 
interest through educational channels. Our greatest reservoir of national strength 
is eur youth, who are striving today to fit themselves for the challenges of the 
atomic age and the space age. Through the guidance and counseling activities 
under title V we are able to help identify and encourage the exceptional student 
to further his education and to help in the process of enabling all students to 
achieve the best utilization of their talents. Once the student in the secondary 
school is guided properly, title III assists in providing him with more adequate 
equipment for classroom use and with unpgraded instruction through supervisory 
aid in the fields of science, mathematics, and foreign languages. Titles VI and 
VII provide teachers with better knowledge and understanding and with enriched 
resources for communicating this knowledge to the student. Through the medium 
of a student loan under title II, the able high school graduate is assisted in con- 
tinuing on to a higher education, while title IV is developing more and better 
trained instructors for the colleges. In event the secondary school student elects 
a special vocational program, he has the opportunity under title VIII of partici- 
pating in classes designed to develop highly skilled technicians in occupations 
critical to the national defense. Title X comes into the picture with its improved 
resources for measuring the effectiveness and determining the status of education 
generally. ae ; 4 

In summation, while the NDEA does not presume and is not designed to serve 
all the vast needs of our schools across the board, it does bring sorely needed 
strength to education at critical points and it does operate so that its several 
titles reinforce each other along the line. 

This concludes my prepared statement and my associates and I will be pleased 
to respond to your further questions. 

Dr. Derruick. We are very happy to file the statement for the 
record and proceed in a more informal way to give you a picture of 
the status of the loan fund, and then perhaps give you some highlights 
as to other aspects. 

We have been in operation long enough now to begin to see results— 
not long enough to see the whole picture, but the results that are 
coming in are very heartening. 

We have scheduled a presentation on January 25 which provides a 
pictorial progress report—vyou all will be getting letters about it 
tomorrow—and we do hope as many as possible can come because 
our presentation will be unique in taking advantage of the new com- 
munications media. That in itself will be a demonstration for you of 
the uses to which these media can be put in communicating informa- 
tion. It will be a very colorful presentation and it will take only 1 
hour to give you a pretty good picture of the things going on in NDEA. 

Now with me today are the people who are the heads of the pro- 
grams involved in the various titles, and I think together we can give 
you the answers to your questions. 
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StupENT LoAN PRoGRAM 


You have reported very accurately, according to my memory, Mr. 
Chairman, your questioning and my responses at the time we came 
up to make our request for the 1960 budget, including the money that 
we asked for the student loan title. 


Also you have correctly reported, according to my recollection, my) 


explanation—that this program was new and that we were not sure 
of our ground; that we felt the amount sought was a fair sum to 
request at the time and that if the sum requested proved to be inad- 
equate we had assurance from the administration we would be back 
asking for the necessary supplemental to see the job through. 

[ am glad to tell you that we have been given that backing, and 
on the basis of our report Secretary Flemming has submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget the proposal for a suppleme ntal. The amount 
requested is adequate to see us through this year; not only to provide 
for the money requested for the institutions in the June applications— 
giving every institution 100 percent of its request—but also enough 
additional mone y to meet the demands that have materialized since 
the institutions sent in their June requests. 

So we feel very good about meeting the requests of all of the 
institutions, not only what they initially requested, but also for their 
anticipated needs over and beyond what they expected would be 
required last June to meet all their needs during the year. 

The October reports have given us the indication they will need 
more than they thought they would need in June, and what T am saying 
is the suppleme nts al for which we will make request should take care 
of the institution’s needs through the entire year. 


EFFECT OF A SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION ON CURRENT SCHOOL YEAR 


Mr. Larrp. How is this going to take care of them through this 
particular school year? We had a meeting of the full committee this 
morning and from the discussion there, and what I have heard of the 
probable timing of the request from the executive branch, I doubt 
that the first general supplemental bill will reach the floor of the House 
before the middle of March. It has to go to the Senate. It seems to 
me that you would not get the first supplemental through until the 
first of May, according to the schedule we got in the committee today, 
and I wonder how that will affect this school year. 

Dr. Derruick. I was not aware of that schedule. Let me ask Mr. 
Muirhead. 

Mr. Murrueap. [| think that we can answer that in part by relating 
it to the way the program operates. A significant part of the program 
is the matter of commiting funds in the spring to students who are 
planning to enter in September. We had a similar experience last 
year, as you know, with the supplemental budget coming in the waning 
days of the college year—in May. The colleges made rather signif- 
cant use of that money for entering freshmen. 

Mr. Larrp. But I am wondering how it will affect this school year. 

Mr. Murrueap. It will affect this school year in this way: the col 
leges in submitting their original requests included an amount for 
commitment to freshmen in the spring. They can now spend that 
money for presently enrolled students, in anticipation of getting this 
appropriation in the spring. 
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Mr. Hueues. For example, last year the reports we received from 
institutions indicated that using the funds wands available both in our 
February allocation and in the allocation that came as late as May, 
they were able to make commitments of this kind amounting to some 
$9.8 million. 

Mr. Lairp. The major portion of your supplemental last year was 
used in this particular school year? 

Mr. Huaues. Yes, but a surprising amount, almost $10 million, 
was actually committed and thereby obligated by the institutions 
prior to June 30 in making commitments to freshmen who were 
going to enter in the fall. 

Dr. Derruick. Let me turn it another way, Mr. Laird. One of 
the important uses for the money for this year is to make loans for the 
next year. You see, unless the affected students can be sure, shall 
we say, in June, that they are going to get a loan they will be uncertain 
about plans to go on to college. So one of the purposes of the money 
for this year is to make those commitments for next year. Now, to 
go one step further, in the point that you are concerned about, it 
is true to a greater or lesser degree, depending upon the institution— 
and in some institutions it is not true at all—that some loans will be 
missed this year, should the supplemental be delayed in the case of 
the student who applies in March or April for money to finish out this 
year. That will occur in some cases. 

But remember that nearly $21 million of this year’s money is now 
in cash, and not in loans as yet. And that the institutions will draw 
on this cash reserve and loan it out as the year goes along. However, 
there will be institutions in which the money w vill likely ‘be exhausted 
in say February, or the first of March, and maybe some student 
would need money the 10th of March, whereas the school would 
not have it until perhaps May under that ‘suggested schedule that you 
have cited. In that case the institution would be penalized, or ‘the 
student would be penalized. Is that what you are getting at? 

Mr. Larrp. That is what I am getting at. In your opening 
statement, and from your discussions here, it would seem to me that 
the deficit you are talking about would be in this school year and that 
the supplemental that you have requested from the Bureau of the 
Budget, which has been approved by the Secretary, is in the amount 
of that deficit. | understood you to say that it was in this school year? 

Dr. Derruick. That is true. 

Mr. Lairp. Now, I am led to believe it is for next year. 

Mr. Murrugap. May I ene that point? 

In any particular college year, the regular college loan operations 
include commitments to a aa n entering the following September. 
Hence, Commissioner Derthick, when he pointed out that colleges 
did report a deficit for this year in their college operations, was quite 
accurate—because they did have a deficit in that part of the program 
that lends itself to commitments to freshmen entering in Se ptember. 

Mr. Lairp. So that is where the major portion of the deficit is— 
the students entering in the September semester? 

Mr. Murrueap. That would be where the major portion is—in 
those colleges that set aside money for that purpose. 

Dr. Derruick. We are talking about 2 years usage for each year’s 
money. 
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There is one other thing we ought to be frank about. That would 
not be all of the deficit, Mr. Laird. In certain institutions a case such 
as I mentioned a while ago might occur in which the institution for 
one reason or another would exhaust its funds for this year by perhaps 
the Ist of February and would have loan needs in the middle of 
February that they could not meet. That would not be true in all 
institutions but it would be so in some, so as Mr. Muirhead says, by 
and large this deficit involves the money to be committed to freshmen 
next year. But some of the deficit would apply to the needs for stu- 
dents in the current year. 


PROCEDURE IN COMMITMENT OF FUNDS 


Mr. CeprerserGc. Do you then make a tentative commitment to 
the institutions prior to the final approval of the appropriation? 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir. We process applications from the institu- 
tions on the basis of appropriations that are received. In other words, 
we will receive applications from the institutions this spring. 

Now, bear in mind this supplemental will accomplish two things. 
One, it is going to make available the $4.5 million which institutions 
requested but did not receive in their last year’s request. That sum 
will be earmarked and set aside in the appropriation proposal we 
submit to the committee. 

In addition we propose a sum of money for which institutions will 
submit new applications. This will help meet this year’s additional 
needs, that is, take account of any loans they could make this academic 
year through June 30 and make commitments to entering freshmen 
next vear, or to students who will continue from this vear to next, for 
example, freshmen this year who will be sophomores next year. 

We do not make commitments to the institutions. We give them 
funds that are appropriated to us. They in turn earmark and set 
aside and obligate the funds we give them for loans they expect to 
make to freshmen and others next fall. In other words, that is the 
commitment phase of it—the institution committing to a student 
there will be a loan available to him next fall. 

Mr. Creprerserc. | understand in a program of this sort it takes a 
while for these things to be straightened out. The reason that I raised 
the question was because one of the schools in my area indicated to 
me that one of their problems was that they did not receive the com- 
mitment early enough so that they could adequately determine what 
would be available for the students entering in the fall. They had 
hoped it might be arranged so that they would have these commit- 
ments early enough, or that there would be continuing commitments 
so that they would know more specifically what they could anticipate. 

Dr. Derruick. Mr. Cederberg has described a type of situation. 
[ think that you might throw some light on it, Mr. Muirhead. In 
other words, how early were we able to make commitments to these 
institutions of money in hand that they could count on, and to what 
degree do you feel that institutions generally suffered from a lack of 
such information for this particular school year, 1959-60? 

Mr. Murrueap. I have to refer to two appropriations to describe 
the situation because the 1959 supplemental appropriation came in 
May. ‘The schools were informed the day after the appropriation was 
passed. We had anticipated a favorable decision and they were in- 
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formed on May 21, or thereabouts. I am not sure of the date. They 
then were given an opportunity in June to submit their request for 
the 1959-60 year in anticipation of the passage of the 1960 budget. 
It did not come, as you know, until August. Following passage of the 
budget in August the colleges received notification from us early in 
September as to the amount they had for the 1959-60 year. I should 
say also that the requests they submitted in June to set forth their 
needs for the 1959-60 college year included not only their needs for 
that college year, but such needs as they thought they might have for 
commitment of funds in the spring of 1960, to freshmen entering in 
September 1960. 

Mr. CeperBera. I can see that this will probably be straightened 
out in the fall of 1960. The only problem was when you committed 
funds to take care of those going inin 1960. It made it a little difficult 
for them to determine what to do in the fall of 1959. 

Dr. Dertuick. We have not yet had a full school year of experience 
in this program. It is as new to the institutions as it is to us, you see. 

Mr. Huaues. For example, the October reports that we received 
indicated that some 375 institutions had sufficient funds to set aside 
this spring for commitments to the entering freshmen, but some 879 
reported they had no such funds. Some have enough money to make 
such commitments, but a substantially larger number do not. 


OVERALL EFFECT OF STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM 


Dr. Dertuick. Mr. Chairman, may I have your permission to read 
a couple of paragraphs of my prepared testimony? It is about the 
impact of this program and how it is exceeding everybody’s 
expectations. 

The national defense student loan program has obviously added a 
new dimension to the methods by which students finance their 
education. As recently as September 1958, a report issued by the 
Office of Education showed that colleges and universities had a total 
of $26 million available for loans in 1956 and had made loans of only 
$13 million, averaging $162 per loan. 

That was the situation only a year ago last September. The insti- 
tutions were not able to loan but half of what they had and the average 
loan is only $162. Look what has happened with the impact of this 
program. 

Since the passage of the National Defense Education Act, not only 
has the $62 million been made available through Federal funds, but it 
is clear from many reports that colleges are liberalizing the terms of 
their own loan funds to meet the terms of NDEA and that State 
programs are also growing in number and lending to large numbers 
of students. Student loans are now averaging $500 per year. 

All of this money has been loosened up and freed, and instead of the 
$162 it is now $500. Borrowing in order to help meet educational 
costs has apparently been accepted by students everywhere. Temple 
University reported to us as recently as January 4 that a sizable 
number of loan recipients at the institution had previously dropped 
out of college for financial reasons, despite superior records, and had 
now returned because this aid was available. They further reported 
that between 10 and 15 percent of Temple’s loan recipients had pre- 
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viously been part-time students but that now most of them are able 
to study full time, thus developing their talents more rapidly. 

That is just a little indication of the impact of this program and 
what it is doing. 
EXTENT OF FUND SHORTAGE 


Mr. Focarty. Your statement indicates that the schools’ revised 
requests for 1960, which were made last summer, exceeded the avail- 
able funds by $4.5 million. 

Dr. Dertuick. Yes. 

Mr. Focarty. When you surveyed the schools last fall, by how 
much did they estimate that their revised requests, made just a few 
months earlier, were short? 

Mr. Murrueapd. They reported to us in October they were $6.5 
million short of their estimates. I think that a point of clarification 
should be made at this point. We asked each institution—if you had 
received the amount you requested would it have been right, too low 
or too high? The majority replied that if they had received the 
amount they had requested it would have been short about $6.5 
million. Therefore, our reasoning was that they needed $6.5 million 
in addition to the amount that they requested. 

Mr. Foaarrty. So that would be about $11 million? 

Dr. Dertuick. Yes. 


SHORTAGE OF FUNDS BY STATE 


Mr. Fogarty. Will you prevare a statement for the record showing 
by State the total fund shortage based upon the October reports from 
the States? 

Dr. Dertuick. I think that we have that already. 

Mr. Fogarty. Will you put that in the record? 

(The requested tabulation follows: ) 
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| Summary of institutional requests and estimates of student loan needs in excess of 
fiscal year 1960 appropriations, by State 


Total _- 


.labama 
Alaska 
Arizona. . 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut - --- 
Delaware - - - 
District of Columbia 
Florida “ 
Georgia. - 
Hawaii 

Idaho. - 
Illinois. 
Indians. . 
lowa. 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan. . - - 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 
Vermont. 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Puerto Rico 


1 Since Oct. 31, 1 additional institution in Indiana has reported $1,600. 


OCTOBER 


ESTIMATES 


Additional amounts 


Additional amounts 




















required to meet estimated by in- 
institutional 1960 stitutions (Octo- 
adjusted requests ber 1959) necessary 
of June 1959 to meet 1960 require- 
ments 
Number| Amount | Number} Amount 
sodaak 700 | $4, 493, 500 427 | $6, 579, 445 
23 384, 336 8 164, 216 
1 Pee Neen sli 

7 135, 997 1 15, 000 
14 33, 020 7 82, 000 
. geen 22 | 347, 900 
14 44, 708 8 102, 913 
bide uhh lcnpdadares 5 29, 500 
. 1 2, 000 
9 16, 179 5 153, 700 
18 289, 937 6 244, 512 
28 2, 081 100, 945 
2 6, 500 
12 323, 588 
25 160, 834 10 1 355, 743 
33 91, 067 12 98, 500 
26 270, 707 16 152, 248 
24 164, 427 16 224, 437 
14 144, 804 7 | 89, 835 
12 43, 611 2 9, 000 
16 14, 388 6 136, 800 
7 ll 191, 500 
f 4 113, 044 
25 134, 638 Y 204, 000 
27 | 152, 558 13 144, 500 
| 37 | 360, 846 14 | 307, 867 
} 8 15, 971 2 12, 000 
18 29, 781 | 6 73, 000 
7 | 73, 086 2 15, 000 
od | 8 56, 500 
9 96, 825 3 34, 554 
26 502, 377 
43} 298, 359 15 141, 916 
y 51, 472 2 15, 000 
47 158, 454 13 156, 364 
26 326, 021 10 103, 586 
14 8,917 4 11, 000 
72 285, 198 35 490, 642 
9 75, 504 | 4 | 111, 587 
7 38, 750 
14 90, 552 | 7 41, 790 
38 245, 961 16 137, 465 
19 | 308, 638 
1 3, 000 
ll 42, 579 | 3 | ‘ 

| 6 

7 

16 94, 692 | 6 

11 

3 31, 659 | 1 
3 121, 363 | 2 121, 000 


OF ADDITIONAL NEEI 





S 


Mr. Focarry. Have some of the schools indicated to you that their 
October estimates of additional needs were low? 
Dr. Derruick. The October estimates are the latest we have and 
those estimates have been taken into account in coming up with this 
In other words, if we meet those October esti- 


$10 million figure. 


mates, then we have satisfied what they say is their need for this year. 
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Mr. Focarty. I thought that you indicated a while ago since you 
had received the October estimates they would have to be upped a 
little bit because of your experience. 

Dr. Derruicx. I was mistaken. I meant to say June. 


DATE INADEQUACY OF APPROPRIATION BECAME APPARENT 


Mr. Focarty. When did you know that the 1960 appropriation was 
not adequate? 

Mr. BassipGe. When we distributed the funds. 

Mr. Focartry. When did you receive the June reports that you 
were talking about? 

Mr. MurrueaD. The institutions were required to submit them by 
June 30. We then reviewed the reports for reasonableness. The 
total adjusted request of the participating institutions amounted to 
$34.5 million. The appropriation amounted to $30 million. 

Dr. Dertuicx. The chairman would like to know the date when we 
first realized that our appropriation was short, and what would be the 
answer to that? 

Mr. Murrunap. I think the best answer that I can give to that, 
Mr. Commissioner, would be that it was toward the middle of August. 
We had set the June 30 date for the submission of all applications, and 
most of them came in on or about June 30 and it was necessary to 
process them for the review of the consultant panel. 

Dr, Dertruick. Then you had your panels in before the 30th of 
August. 

Mr. Larrp. You did not have your panels in until August? 

Mr. Morrueap. That is right. We did not know precisely the 
total of the adjusted request ‘until after the panel had been called. 
The panel was called on August 10. 

Dr. Derruick. So it would have been about August 20 when we 
knew that our appropriation was short by the $4.5 million. 

Mr. Murryeap. When we knew precisely. 

Dr. Derruick. About August 20 was when we knew precisely. 


REQUEST FOR SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS 


Mr. Focarty. When did you submit a formal request to the 
Department? 

Mr. Hucues. Are you talking about the supplemental for this 
spring? 

Mr. Fogarty. Supplemental funds for fiscal vear 1960. 

Mr. Pareros. The formal request was Rendle 23, 1959. 

Mr. Focarry. When was it that vou knew that you needed these 
additional funds? 

Dr. Dertuick. On top of the $4.5 million, do vou mean? 

Mr. Focarry. Yes. 

Mr. Pateros. That was right about that time. The memorandum 
went forward just a few days after we made a tabulation. 

Mr. Hucues. We had reports in as of the end of October which 
gave us this information some time about the 15th of November of 
what this additional need might be over and above the $4.5 million. 

Mr. Focarty. And what did you request? 

Mr. Hugues. $9.7 million. 








you 
da 


was 


you 
by 
“he 
to 


we 
the 


at, 
ist. 
nd 
to 
of 
he 


d. 


we 


he 


118 


se 


Mm. 


of 


15 


Dr. Derruick. There is an extra $800,000 that he will explain. 

Mr. Hucues. We have a set-aside in the current appropriation of 
$1 million for Federal loans to the capital contributions of the institu- 
tions where the institutions fail to have their one-ninth contribution. 
That $1 million has proved substantially more than needed and we 
are asking for the freeing of surplus funds there which together with 
funds freed by the institutions which have withdrawn from the pro- 
gram will give us approximately another $800,000. 

Dr. Derruick. So you add $800,000 to the $9.7 million and get the 
$10.5 million. 

Mr. Focartry. When did the Department submit a formal request 
to the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Pareros. That was prior to December 7. 


TIMING OF POSSIBLE REQUEST TO CONGRESS 


Mr. Focarry. When are they going to take any action to request 
Congress to appropriate these funds? 

Mr. Huaues. We have been requested to get our proposal for an 
appropriation submittal over to the Bureau of the Budget as of today 
and it is on the way over there now. Do we have a date when the 
Bureau of the Budget anticipates getting the request before the 
Congress? 

Mr. Pareros. There has not been an official date set. The target 
date they are shooting at for final review for the supplemental is 
around the 23d of this month. They are hoping to have the President 
submit the first overall supplemental late this month or as early as 
possible in February. 

Mr. Focarry. Apparently, it is not urgent that we act next week. 

Dr. Derrutck. I think not. There are some institutions out of 
the 1,244 that are participating that are out of money now. Is that 
not true? 

Mr. Murrueap. Yes, there are. 

Mr. Focarry. All of the institutions in Rhode Island are out of 
money. 

Dr. Dertruick. You know better about that than I. We do have 
a table here of all the institutions in Rhode Island. 

Mr. Parsros. There are four institutions that have reported addi- 
tional needs for 1960 out of nine institutions that have reported to us. 

Dr. Derruick. | was about to say there was $21 million in cash 
in all institutions in October, but certainly there are some of the insti- 
tutions that are out of money now. We know that. We have 
reports. 

SITUATION AT UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Foaarry. Take the University of Rhode Island, for instance. 
For the second semester they have 140 students that have applied 
and they need $71,190. This letter that I have is from the director 
of student aid at the University of Rhode Island and he says: 

At the suggestion of President Horn I am enclosing a report showing the present 
critical status of our student loan fund. Unless Congress early in 1960 approves 
an emergency appropriation to supplement the national defense loan program, 


many of our students will be unable to register February 3 for the spring semester. 
Among those seeking loans are 27 seniors who would be graduating in June. 
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Anything that you can do to speed an emergency appropriation will be fully 
appreciated, not only by the university, but by the students who need loans. 


The letter and the breakdown will be made a part of the record. 
(The letter and breakdown are as follows: ) 


THE UNiversiIty OF RuopE ISLAND, 


Kingston, R.I., December 15, 1959. 
Hon. Joun E. Focarrty, 
House of Re presentatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. Foacarrty: At the suggestion of President Horn I am enclosing 

a report showing the present critical status of our student loan fund. Unless 

Congress early in 1960 approves an emergency appropriation to supplement the 

national defense loan program, many of our students will be unable to register 

February 3 for the spring semester. Among those seeking loans are 27 seniors 
who would be graduating in June. 

Anything that. you can do to speed an emergency appropriation will be fully 

appreciated, not only by the university, but also by the students who need loans. 

Very truly yours, 
R. A. DeBuccr, Director of Student Aid. 


NATIONAL DEFENSE StupDENT LOAN PROGRAM 


The following statistics reflect the program activity for the period July 1 to 
December 12, 1959. 


Number Amount | Average 
| | 

Loan requests - a 209 | $95, 905 $458 
Loans made 117 | 38, 490 320 
Unfilled requests__. 57, 415 ; 
Requests on hand Dec. 5, 1959 80 41,190 514 
Requests anticipated by Feb. 1, 1960 60 30, 000 | 500 
Estimated need for second semester 140 71, 190 | 410 
University loan funds as of July 1, 1959__-_- | 21, 515 
Loans made Sept. 15 to Dec. 5, 1959 ! 32 | 7, 280 

Jalance on hand Dec. 5, 1959 14, 235 
Total loans made from both funds July 1 to Dec. 5, 1959 ‘ 45, 770 


1 These funds are used for emergency small loans. 


Dr. Dertruick. Then the University of Rhode Island and every 
other institution that is in the same condition is urgently in need of 
the money. 


SITUATION AT RHODE ISLAND COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 


Mr. Fogarty. And the Rhode Island College of Education tells me 
that they limited their loans to juniors and seniors to $400, and fresh- 
men and sophomores to $200 a year because they knew they would not 
have sufficient funds, and they had 20 requests they could not finance 
at all. At that point they quit taking applications. 

Mr. Pareros. From the October report from the Rhode Island 
College of Education they indicated they had no additional needs for 
1960. 

Mr. Focarry. This letter is dated December 28. 

Mr. Patreros. I think that this is indicative of the fact that the 
schools themselves are gaining experience each month they are under 
this program and that the needs fluctuate rather greatly. 

Dr. Derraick. | think that it just goes to show what we have been 
saying, we still have not had a full year’s experience with the loan 
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program. It is new to all of us. In 2 months’ time the Rhode Island 
( ‘ollege of Education goes from a position where they say they have 
all they need for 1960 to a position where they have exhausted their 
money. 

SITUATION AT OTHER RHODE ISLAND SCHOOLS 


Mr. Fogarty. With regard to Providence College, the amount 
they had for 1959-60 was only 69 percent of the college’s reduced 
request. They were 30 percent short to start with. 

Mr. Hueues. Bryant College did report an additional need of 
$12,000. 

Mr. FoGcarry. What about Brown University? 

Mr. Hucues. Brown University received $64,000 and had $27,000 
in carryover from the previous year and had loaned out $40,000 as of 
the end of October. It would appear that their funds are adequate 
since they did not indicate a need for additional funds. 

Mr. Focarry. I had some figures from them indicating they too 
are now short of funds but I do not have them here. 


RHODE ISLAND COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 


In the case of the letter that I have from the Rhode Island College 
of Education, dated December 28 and signed by their vice president, 
they were short of funds from the beginning, to the extent that they 
started out holding the freshmen and sophomores down to $200. 

Mr. H{[ucues. I think that the Rhode Island College of Education 
may have failed to answer. our question—‘‘Do you need additional 
funds?” Their report also indicates that despite the fact that they 
received $11,000 from us they had made loans of $13,000. Obviously, 
they had loaned more than they had received from Federal sources. 

Mr. Focartry. They did mention that to me. I think that they 
said that the college added $1,245. 

Mr. Hucues. To put their funds in balance. They have appar- 
ently made loans in full. 

Mr. Focarty. The estimate that you are talking about today—the 
$10.5 or $11 million deficit for the Nation—may now be out of date. 

Dr. Dertuick. You are exactly right. We have erred so far on 
the side of conservativeness in our estimates. As I understand it, 
Mr. Muirhead, our best judgment is the money we have asked for 
will meet the requests of all the institutions. 

Mr. Murrueap. That is right. 

Mr. Dertuick. We will have to stand on that and if we are proven 
wrong it will be mighty bad, but I think that we can make good on it. 


HISTORY OF REQUEST FOR 1960 


Mr. Fogarty. How much did you ask of the Bureau of the 
Budget for 1960? 

Mr. HuGcues. The Department’s initial request for the fiscal year 
1960 was for $78 million. 

Mr. Fogarty. What did you ask the Department for? 

Mr. Huaues. $78 million. 


Mr. Fogarty. And that was their request of the Bureau of the 
Budget? 
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Mr. Hucues. Yes, but this was later revised to $63 million. 

Mr. Focarry. And what did the Bureau of the Budget allow? 

Mr. Hugues. $31 million. 

Mr. Lamp. I thought that you had a $75 million authorization for 
contribution to the loan fund. 

Mr. Patrros. That is right. There was an authorization of $75 
million for the contribution and $3 million for loans to the institutions 
for their one-ninth. 

Mr. Focarty. I have the figures now from last years hearings. 
You asked the Department for $75 million, which was the authorized 
amount. The Department cut you $15 million. They asked the 
Bureau of the Budget for $60 million. Then the Bureau of the 
Budget allowed you half. They cut you $30 million, and allowed 
you $30 million. ° So in this fiscal vear 1960 vou have only $30 million 
and you asked for $75 million? 

Mr. Hueues. Initially we asked for the full amount. 

Mr. Focarty. And the Department asked for $60 million. 

Mr. Hucues. That is right. 

Mr. Focarry. And now you are asking for $10.5 millton? 

Mr. Hucues. That is right. 

Mr. Focarrty. So that would bring it up to $40,500,000, which is 
$34,500,000 less than is authorized by the act. 


EXTENT APPROPRIATIONS USED IN SUCCEEDING YEAR 


Mr. Latrp. I think that those answers are not quite responsive to 
this year’s program. Most of the $24 million suppleme ntal appro- 
priation for fiscal year 1959 was allocated in this school year’s program; 
$14 million of that was added to the $30 million in this year’s school 
program rather than last year’s program. 

Dr. Derruick. It was distributed in 1959 out of the 1959 budget 
but it was carried forward by the institutions after it got into their 
hands. 

Mr. Lartrp. $14 million of that was carried into this school year’s 
program? 

Dr. Derruick. That amount was on the books of the institutions, 
Our allotments, and our allocations and distributions of funds came 
out of 1959 and went to the institutions in the 1959 year. 

Mr. Focarry. Is that a fair statement by Mr. Laird, that about 
$14 million of the 1959 supplemental is being used in the 1960 school 
vear? 

Dr. Dertuick. As a matter of fact, I think about $15 million. 

Mr. Pareros. Between $14 million and $15 million. 

Mr. Focarry. So there is about $55 million all told in this school 
year, if you get the additional $10.5 million, and $75 million has been 
authorized? 

Mr. Pareros. Yes. 

Mr. Fogarty. You asked for $60 million and the Bureau of. the 
Budget gave you $30 million. 

Dr. Derruick. I think it is fair to say, Mr. Chairman, that in 
cutting us back to the $30 million they were insisting that we had not 
had sufficient experience with this program and that we were au- 
thorized to come back and ask for a supplemental if we could show 
that we needed it. 
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Loyvatry Oatrn Provistons or Act 


Mr. Focarry. I brought up a matter prior to our meeting and I 
think that I should bring it up again so that we will have it in our 
hearing record. 

There is an article in this morning’s Providence Journal stating that 
a special committee of the Brown University faculty has recom- 
mended opposition to the so-called loyalty oath. Are you getting 
many such resolutions from universities throughout the country? 

Dr. Derrnick. Yes. We have 1,365 that were in the program. 
How many have withdrawn, Mr. Muirhead? 

Mr. Muirueap. Six institutions declined to participate in the pro- 
gram for thisreason. Thirteen institutions also withdrew, after having 
decided to participate in the program, for this reason. 

Mr. Focarty. Some are waiting to see what the Congress will do. 
Dr. Keeney of Brown University said that Brown University would 
wait to see if Congress repeals the oath requirement this session and 
will withdraw from the program if it is not repealed. 

Mr. Larrp. Was not that acted upon last year? Did not the 
Senate refuse to repeal? 

Dr. Dertruick. The Senate did refuse to repeal last year. The 
matter was returned to the committee. But we had then 10 institu- 
tions we know of that declined to enter the program. There were 
13 institutions which entered and then withdrew for this reason. 
Thus 23 have taken, shall we say, drastic action. 

There are other institutions that have taken the position you de- 
scribed regarding Brown University. About 35 have taken that 
position. Now we have 58 institutions that have formally registered 
protests. We have 1,365 in the program. We do not know how many 
other institutions are unhappy about this, but in the higher education 
community generally there is a rather common feeling of opposition. 


ATTITUDE OF THE PRESIDENT TOWARD THE LOYALTY OATH 


Mr. Focarty. What is the President’s feeling on this matter? 

Dr. Dertuick. Well, the President has made a public statement in 
which he has expressed his opposition to the disclaimer, and he feels 
that it is not appropriate. 

Mr. Focartry. Will you provide a statement for the record? 

Dr. Dertruick. We can provide a statement for the record of what 
the President said about it. 

(The requested statement follows:) 


CoMMENTs OF PRESIDENT EISENHOWER ON THE NDEA OatH AND AFFIDAVIT 
PROVISION, aS REPORTED IN THE TRANSCRIPT OF THE PRESIDENT’S NEWS 
CONFERENCE, WASHINGTON, DECEMBER 2, 1959 
E. W. Kenworthy, New York Times: ‘Mr. President a number of leading 

universities and colleges have decided not to participate in the Federal student 

loan program because of the loyalty oath required. I wonder if you would give 
us your views on the loyalty oath and whether you would favor a revision of the 
law to make this unnecessary.” 

The President: ‘‘Well, the law, of course, was passed by Congress and while 

I didn’t particularly like the one part of it, why, I, of course, had to put it in the 

position where it could be executed. 

“So far as I’m concerned, and I have stated this ever since the problem was 
ever given me, or the question was posed to me, I personally am ready each morn- 
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ing to take an oath that I am not a Communist and that I am loyal to the United 
States. 

‘“‘T think, however, that when we begin to single out any group of citizens and 
say, ‘This is a matter of legal compulsion,’ I can see why they are resentful. 

“To my mind, anybody who is taking an oath as a citizen, when he becomes 
naturalized or any other time he is required to take an oath as a public servant, 
when he says that he is going to defend the United States and its Constitution 
against all enemies, foreign and domestic, for me that ought to settle the question. 

‘‘Now, I would—I rather deplore that universities have found it necessary to 
find, for the moment, a narrow dividing line and therefore keep a number of 
citizens out of taking advantage of the loan provisions that the Federal Govern- 
ment set up. But for my part, I should think that the loyalty oath, the basic 
citizenship oath, is sufficient.”’ 


POSITION OF THE SECRETARY REGARDING THE LOYALTY OATH 


Mr. Focarry. What is the position of the Secretary? 

Dr. Dertruickx. The Secretary, at the very outset months ago, 
expressed his opposition to it. We have astatement from the Secretary 
that we can supply. 

rt > > 
(The requested information follows:) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


Washington, D.C. 
DECEMBER 15, 1958. 

In response to an inquiry, Secretary Arthur S. Flemming made the following 
statement: 

“The Office of Education is developing regulations and procedures for adminis- 
tering the loyalty oath provisions of the National Defense Education Act as 
enacted by the Congress. As soon as these regulations and procedures have been 
completed they will be made public. 

“‘T would like to make three points regarding this provision: 

(1) All persons involved in the administration of this act would have been 
able to deny funds to persons who themselves seek, or who belong to organizations 
that believe in or teach, the overthrow of the Government by force or violence, 
even though this provision had never been inserted. It is clear that such persons 
are not entitled to and should not receive funds from the U.S. Government. 

(2) Requiring persons who receive funds under this act to sign an affidavit 
and an oath of allegiance will not uncover any persons who themselves seek or who 
belong to organizations that believe in or teach the overthrow of the Government 
by force or violence. Such persons have no scruples about signing such an affidavit 
and taking such an oath. 

““(3) The inclusion of this requirement in the National Defense Education Act 
will make it necessary for educators and students to go through a procedure that 
results in unnecessary expenditures on the part of the Government without making 
a contribution to national security.” 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUcATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 4, 1969. 
Hon. Lister HI 1, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This letter is in response to your request of February 5, 
1959, for a report on 8S. 819, a bill to amend the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958 in order to repeal certain provisions requiring affidavits of loyalty and 
allegiance. 

The bill would strike section 1001(f) of the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958, thereby eliminating the requirement that an individual who receives 
payments or loans under the act (1) execute and file with the Commissioner of 
Education an affidavit that he does not believe in and does not belong to or support 
any organization that believes in or teaches the illegal overthrow of the Govern- 
ment and (2) take an oath of allegiance to the United States. 
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I believe that the provisions should be repealed for the following reasons: 

(1) Persons responsible for the administration of this act would have been able 
to deny funds to persons who were identified as persons who themselves believe 
in or who belong to or support organizations that believe in or teach the overthrow 
of the Government by force or violence, even though this provision had never been 
inserted. It is clear that such persons are not entitled to and should not receive 
funds from the U.S. Government under the provisions of this act. 

(2) Requiring persons who receive funds under this act to sign an affidavit and 
an oath of allegiance will not uncover or deter any person who themselves believe 
in or Who belong to organizations that believe in or teach the overthrow of the 
Government by force or violence. Such persons have no scruples about signing 
such an affidavit and taking such an oath. 

(3) The inclusion of this requirement in the National Defense Education Act 
singles out educators and students for special treatment without making a contri- 
bution to national security. 

It has been alleged that this provision can make a contribution to our internal 
security in that if a person who advocates the overthrow of our Government by 
force or violence signs this affidavit, he can then be prosecuted for perjury. I 
believe that if a person receiving assistance under this act is identified as a person 
who is in violation of our internal security laws, he should be prosecuted imme- 
diately under the laws designed directly and specifically for such offenses. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
ArTHUR S, FLEMMING, Secretary. 

Mr. Focarty. What is your position? 

Dr. Dertuick. | concur in the Secretary’s position. I have 
written many letters in which I concurred. 


CITATION OF ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER BABBIDGE BY THE JAYCEES 


Mr. Focarty. Before I forget it, I noticed in the newspapers in the 
last day or two that your Assistant Commissioner for Higher Edu- 
cation, Dr. Homer Babbidge, has been cited by the Jaycees of the 
country as one of the Nation’s 10 most outstanding young men. I 
would like to add my congratulations along with theirs for this selec- 
tion and also to say to you that I think that confirms the correctness 
of what many people have been saying, that you are hiring some good 
people in your organization. 

Dr. Dertuick. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It was 
thrilling news for us and I am glad to introduce Dr. Homer D. Bab- 
bidge right over here now. 

Mr. Fogarty. He took a very active part in these hearings last 
year. I thought he did a good job in those hearings. 

Dr. Dertuick. Thank you very much. 

Dr. BansipGe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


ASSISTANCE TO FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


Mr. Focartry. I have one other subject that has been brought to 
my attention, Doctor. This is the perennial one of running out of 
funds for the federally impacted areas. 

I received a letter from Mr. Leonard Maine, superintendent of 
schools of the town of Portsmouth, R.1., who serves on the national 
committee of superintendents for federally impacted areas. This 
letter was dated December 21. He informs me that instead of re- 
ceiving 100 percent of what they are entitled to, that has been cut 
down to 95 percent and he gave two or three reasons. 

Dr. Dertruick. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Fogarty. We will place his letter in the record. 
(The letter referred to is as follows:) 
DEPARTMENT OF PuRLIC SCHOOLS, 
Portsmouth, R.I., December 21, 1959. 


Congressman JOHN FoGARTy, 
Old Customhouse, Providence, R.J 


DEAR JOHN: Payment on entitlements for Publie Law 874 are being made at 
95 percent instead of the 100 percent which we thought was assured by appro- 
priations made last summer. 

Philadelphia qualified unexpectedly at a cost of $1,500,000. Several States 
qualified for payment higher than half of the national average cost per pupil (half 
of the State per capita cost, I believe) accounting for another unexpected cost of 
$3,500,000 to $4 million. Maryland, for instance, was paid off at about $10 per 
pupil higher than anticipated. 

I believe the Federal Office of Education people made a solid estimate on basis 
of what they had reason to expect. 

Three years ago after 100-percent payment of entitlement, the Federal Office of 
Education had a surplus of $4 million. This vear there is a deficit. It appears 
that a majority of Congressmen intend that there shall be 100-percent payment. 
Is it possible to provide additional funds during the half appropriation activity of 
the next Congress? 

I have been in communication with various colleagues on a national basis. 
There will be strong support if any action is taken to provide these funds. 

Best wishes to you and Mrs. Fogarty for a Merry Christmas and a Happy 
New Year. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEONARD L. MAINE, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Dr. Dertuicx. We gave the Congress our best estimate of the 
requirements; it is a very difficult thing to estimate. 

We have hit it more than we missed it. We frankly confess it is 
very difficult to hit for several good reasons 

Mr. Focarry. I think this letter is a fair letter. It will only take 
me a minute to read it. 

(Off the record.) 

Dr. Dertuick. I would have expected that from Mr. Maine, who 
is a very fair person and a fine friend of the Office, to write such a 
letter, a fair letter, as he has. He has given the facts in the matter. 

I am advised that the Secretary expects to notify the committees 
in the House and Senate of this situation at an early date and that 
his letter will indicate the administration does not expect to ask for a 
supplement to enable us to pay 100 percent. The Secretary feels 
that in fairness the committees ought to be advised at a very early 
date in this session of Congress. But we did make a very honest 
effort to supply accurate figures but unpredictable factors entered the 
picture to create the deficit but just as Mr. Maine said, about 3 years 
ago we overestimated because of similar uncertainties. 

Mr. Focarty. But 9 times out of 10 when we have underestimated 
like this, it has been corrected. 

Dr. DerruicK. I cannot speak to that. I do not believe we have 
been short in the last 3 years, have we? 

Mr. Gricsry. There was only 1 year, Mr. Chairman, in which we 
had to pro-rate, the first year. 

Mr. Fogarty. At least we added amendments to supplemental 
bills in the amounts that were estimated to meet a hundred percent 
of entitlements. 

Mr. Hucuess. That is right. 

Dr. Dertuick. That is right. You acted in good faith and so did 
we in thinking the money appropriated would meet a hundred percent 
of the requirements. 
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC LAW 874 ENTITLEMENTS, BY STATE, ACTUAL AND 
ESTIMATED 


Mr. Foacarty. Will you put a statement in the record showing 
State by State the deficiency under the current appropriation? 
Mr. Derrtuick. We certainly will. Do you have that? 
Mr. Pateros. Yes, sir. 
(The information referred to is as follows:) 
Summary of Public Law 874 entitlements, by State, actual and estimated, fiscal years 
1959 and 1960 


{Nearest thousands of dollars] 


Fiscal year 1960 











State or Territory Actual 1959 ! 
Full require- | Amount ap- 
| ments esti- | propriated? | Difference 
| mates | 
| 

Total ba ccbbmannnaautbildatbaadine wal $157, 391 $172, 286 $163, 957 $8, 329 
Alabama bbiGddedwoddiadewelaie = © | 3, 545 3, 844 3, 647 197 
Alaska ail 4, 880 5, 292 5, 021 271 
Arizona -| 3, 530 | 3, 827 | 3, 632 195 
Arkansas } = Sud 970 | 920 50 
California. _- ‘ al 2 ; | 26, 716 28,977 | 27, 490 1, 487 
Colorado boseyaihi . i 4, 255 | 4,614 | 4, 378 236 
Connecticut : j aaiee 1, 519 | 1, 646 | 1, 562 84 
Delaware | 182 | 197 | 187 10 
Florida... 4,165 | 4,515 4, 285 230 
Georgia 4,003 | 4, 341 | 4,119 222 
Hawaii r 2,915 | 3, 162 | 3, 000 162 
Idahe 1,175 | 1, 274 | 1, 209 65 
Illinois ‘ y 2, 512 2, 724 | 2, 585 139 
Indiana. he asbandil 740 802 | 761 41 
lowa..- . ion ele 405 | 440 417 | 23 
Kansas 3, 991 | 4, 327 | 4, 106 | 221 
Kentucky J : 1, 028 | 1,115 1, 058 | 57 
Louisiana ; 904 | 980 930 | 50 
Maine . --------| 1, 238 | 1, 344 1, 274 70 
Maryland ‘i sitesi 5, 864 6, 358 | 6, 033 325 
Massachusetts ‘ a 4,111 4, 458 4, 230 | 228 
Michigan ; | 762 | 826 784 42 
Minnesota < . — 380 411 390 21 
Mississipp . | 1, 169 1, 268 1, 203 65 
Missouri 1, 872 | 2, 030 1, 926 104 
Montana ; jai 1, 067 | 1, 157 1, 098 59 
Nebraska ‘ : | 1,414 | 1, 533 1, 455 78 
Nevada 4 1, 053 | 1,141 1, 083 58 
New Hampshire 1 816 | 885 840 45 
New Jerse . hi } 2, 427 | 2, 632 2, 497 135 
New Mexico ina . 3, 664 | 3, 973 3, 770 203 
New York 3, 640 | 3, 947 | 3, 745 202 
North Carolina 1, 681 | 1, 823 1, 730 93 
North Dakota al 270 293 278 15 
Ohio ; wai | 3, 849 | 4,173 3, 960 213 
Oklahoma | 5, 609 | 6, 082 | 5, 77 311 
Oregon | 806 874 829 45 
Pennsylvania | 3, 805 | 4, 126 3,915 211 
Rhode Island "  danall 1, 389 1, 506 | 1, 429 | 77 
South Carolina aa Ue | 2) 451 2’ 658 2) 522 136 
South Dakota Aas i 4 ‘i sesest 1, 627 1, 764 1, 674 90 
Tennesset | 1, 639 1, 776 1, 686 90 
Texas Fas 9, 560 10, 366 | 9, 836 | 530 
Utah ; -| 1, 383 | 1, 500 | 1, 423 77 
Vermont | 78 | 84 | 80 4 
Virginia , 5 -=| 10, 851 11, 767 | 11, 165 602 
Washington ee 6, 546 7, 098 | 6, 735 363 
West Virginia ca | 119 | 129 | 122 7 
Wisconsin 520 | 64 | 535 | 29 
W yoming 454 | 492 | 467 25 
Guam 601 | 651 618 33 
Virgin Islands 45 | 50 | 47 3 
Federal agencies 7, 272 9, 500 9, 500 | asa 





' Appropriation for fiscal year 1959—$150,000,000; proration necessary at approximately 95 percent, except 
funds for Federal agencies 
* Appropriations are estimated to be sufficient to allow for payments at approximately 95 percent. 
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ESTIMATED REQUIREMENTS BY SECTION OF PUBLIC LAW 874 


Mr. Focarry. Also please place in the record a breakdown by 
section of the act. 
(The requested data follows:) 


Estimated requirements for payments to school districts, Public Law 874, as amended, 
fiscal years 1959 and 1960 


Estimated 1959 Actual 1959 | Estimated 1960 | Estimated 1960 









Sections (based on data | (based on data | (based on data | (based on data 

asof Nov. | asofNov. | asofNov. | asof Nov. 

30, 1958 30, 1959) | 30, 1958) 30, 1959) 
Sec. 2 $560, 000. 00 $531, 000. 00 $560, 000. 00 | $560, 000. 00 
Sec. 3(a), ADA 177, 190. 00 2171, 126. 00 187,821.00 | 3 177, 860. 00 
Sec. 3(a), rate | 200. 50 203. 80 | 206. 50 | 213. 18 
Sec. 3(a), entitlement 35, 526, 595. 00 34, 875,479.00 | 38, 785,036.00 | 37, 916, 200. 00 
Sec. 3(b), ADA | 1, 181,450.00 | 2 1, 216,820.00 | 1, 252, 337. 00 3 1, 264, 730. 00 
Sec. 3(b), rate 90. 00 04, 63 92. 70 99, 40 


Sec. 3(b), entitlement 106, 330, 500.00 | 115, 147,677.00 | 116, 091, 640. 00 125, 714, 162. 00 
Subsec. 3(f) 70, 000. 00 50, 200. 00 70, 000. 00 6, 000. 00 
Subsec. 3(c)(4 150, 000. 00 425, 100. 00 150, 000. 00 390, 000. 00 
Deductions 3, 000, 000. 00 2. 736, 436. 00 2, 500, 000. 00 2, 900, 000. 00 
Net sec. 3, entitlement | 139,077,095. 00 | 147, 762,020.00 | 152, 596, 676. 00 161, 126, 362. 00 
Sec. 4(a), lst year 2, 550, 000. 00 1, 796, 666. 00 | 2, 500, 000. 00 1, 000, 000. 00 
Sec. 4(a), 2d year 25, 000. 00 200, 000. 00 | 100, 000. 00 
Sec. 4, total 2, 575, 000. 00 1, 796, 666.00 | 2, 700,000. 00 1, 100, 000. 00 
Sees. 6 and 8 7, 500, 000. 00 7, 272, 400. 00 8, 100, 000, 00 9, 500, 000. 00 

Total estimated requirements 149, 712,095.00 (2157, 362,086.00 | 163, 956,676.00 | 3 172, 286, 362. 00 
Appropriation 150, 000, 000. 00 163, 957, 000. 00 
Difference or deficit 2—7, 362, 086. 00 8—8, 329, 362. 00 


1! Submitted to Congress in January 1959 

2 Includes for city of Philadelphia: 94 subsec. 3(a) children at a rate of $283.73; 12,731 subsec. 3(b) children 
at a rate of $141,815; deductions of $758, making for a net total of $1,832,137. 

3 Includes for city of Philadelphia: 98 estimated subsec. 3(a) children at an estimated rate of $297.90; 
13,240 estimated subsec. 3(b) children at an estimated rate of $148.95; estimated deductions of $893, making 
for a net total of $2,000,400. 


Mr. Focarty. Mr. Denton. 
StupDENT LOAN PROGRAM DEFICIT 


Mr. Denton. How much are you asking at this time for student 
loans? 

Dr. Derruick. It is $9,700,000, plus the $800,000 we hope to free 
largely from the capital fund, which will give us $1044 million additional 
money to allocate this year. 

Mr. Hueues. In addition to the $30 million that has already been 
appropriated. 

Mr. Denton. Somebody gave mea statement here. ‘“The Defense 
Educational Activities, title I], student loans,” and it shows you need 
$4,493,500 to meet the institution original applications for 1960, and 
that you need $6,579,445 additional sums to meet the necessary 7e- 
quirements for 1960 as estimated in October. Those two sums add up 
to $11 million. 

Dr. Dertuick. We can explain that. 

Mr. Huaues. The figure of $6,579,000, sir, represents the amounts 
that the institutions reported to us that they underestimated their 
own needs as of last June. Now to be sure they were giving us infor- 
mation which was based on their own hindsight and would bear on 
their needs, not only for this spring but needs that they would have 
felt last fall. In other words, some part of the needs they are now 
estimating would have been funds loaned this fall. 











960 
ita 


00 
00 


. 00 
.00 
40 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 


00 
00 


00 


A); 
1g 


25 


What we are attempting to accomplish in the supplemental is to be 
sure that sufficient funds are on hand, not necessarily to meet needs 
that will have gone by the board, so to speak, but to meet the actual 
needs of the institutions this spring for loans and more importantly 
for commitments for next year. 

Mr. Denton. Right now you are asking for $9,700,000. 

Mr. Hucues. That is right. 

Mr. Denon. How much is carried over? 

Mr. Hucues. Of that amount, $4% million would be assigned to 
institutions who have already applied and have been paid less than 
100 percent of their approved requests. 

Dr. Derruick. He is talking about the $800,000, I think. 

Mr. Denton. I have $9,700,000, which is $1,300,000 less than 
the two figures I just gave you, totaled. 

Dr. Dertuick. You add to the $9.7 million, $800,000 that we are 
going to ask to be freed from the capital fund since it won’t be needed 
for that purpose. The capital fund is reserved for loans to institutions 
to help them meet their one-ninth. 

Mr. Denton. That is the $1 million? 

Dr. Derruick. That is right. 

Mr. Denton. That will be transfer of funds. 

Dr. Derruick. That is right. That will free $800,000. When 
you add the $800,000 to the $9.7 million you get $10.5 million. You 
are correct that that lacks—how much? 

Mr. Denton. About $500,000. 

Dr. Dertuick. The $500,000 will not be needed for this reason. 
You see, some months will have gone by in which certain institutions 
will not have been able to make loans for lack of the availability of 
anticipated funds. Our advisers and the best judgment of our staff 
is that as much as $500,000 will not be needed for this reason. 
That is a conservative estimate. The chairman very correctly put us 
on notice a while ago that it is a pretty serious thing to make esti- 
mates and to say that those estimates would meet the needs and then 
run a chance of underestimating. 

We feel very seriously that responsibility. It is our best judgment, 
tested every way we know, that the $10,500,000 will do the job with- 
out the necessity of this extra half million dollars. We have some 
experience to go on in saying that. 


USE OF FUNDS IN YEAR AFTER APPROPRIATION 


Mr. Denton. If we go a couple of months more, you will probably 
cut it down a bit more. 

Dr. Derruicx. No. I don’t believe so, recalling our carryover of 
last year. I wasn’t sure that we cleared the point in Mr. Laird’s 
mind a while ago about the $14 million that was carried forward; did 
you understand the $14 million that was carried forward from the 
1959 to the 1960 fiscal year? 

Mr. Larrp. Yes, I understand it very well. I do not like that 
operation. I think it is better to get the estimates in order instead 
of trying to load down last year’s budget so this year’s budget looks 
a little lower. 

Dr. Dertuicx. That was not our purpose or intention at all. In 
operating this program on a national basis, I think there will always 
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be some money carried forward. You can hardly help it. There 
will always be surplus funds carried forward. 

Mr. Larrp. You justified that supplemental on the basis that you 
needed it, and if you will read the justification before the deficiencies 
committee, you justified it on the basis that you needed it on the par- 
ticular school year you were then in. You did not justify it on the 
basis that it would go forward into September. 

Dr. Derruick. No; we did not mean to justify it on that basis, 
really. We hoped to get it earlier in the year so more of those loans 
would have been made during the year, but it came very late in May. 
We were on pins and needles for quite a few weeks because it had 
not come. 

Mr. Larrp. You will have the same situation this year. 

Dr. Dertruick. Well, we hope not. We hope that we will get our 
supplemental appropriation early in the year. 

Mr. Huaues. As a matter of fact, last year, Mr. Laird, you will 
remember we had some funds in the supplemental which were even 
more urgently needed on a calendar basis than the student loan funds. 

Mr. Denton. | think the point Mr. Laird talked about is very 
well taken. That can be remedied if you ask for sufficient funds in 
your appropriation for 1961 for the schools. 

Dr. Derraick. Well, I think 

Mr. Denton. I realize you have had difficulty doing that because 
you did not have experience. You do have some experience now. 

Dr. Dertuick. By the end of this year, we will have had a com- 
plete cycle of experience. But back to your question then, what we 
are saying is we believe, and we are staking our judgment on it, our 
reputation on it for estimating, which gets dented once in a while, 
Mr. Laird, that this sum of $10% million will do the job without the 
necessity of this other $500,000. Dr. Flynt has a comment to make 
at this point. 

Dr. Fiynr. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the 1959 situation 
is not to be compared with the 1960 situation beeause, Mr. Laird, 
when the act was passed, we were given $6 million as a token appro- 
priation so the additional $24 million we received is not a true supple- 
mental. It is really filling out an original appropriation. The 1960 
appropriation was a convenient arrangement. 

Mr. Larrp. You stated you wanted $24 million on the basis you 
needed it in that particular school vear. 

Dr. Fiynr. We were really trying to figure out past the $6 million. 
We won’t ever face a situation like that again, or we ought not to. 

Dr. Dertuicx. We had had no experience with this carryover 
before. We did it in good faith. 

Mr. Larrp. It was not your fault you got it so late, either. I 
think it is better that we get the estimate so you are on a yearly basis 
instead of this other basis we have been using, so the program can 
move forward. 

It is not the best way to operate. Weshould try to get away from 
i tas soon as we can. 

SITUATION IN INDIANA 


Mr. Denton. I come from Indiana and I notice on the statement 
that you need $355,743 as an additional amount estimated by institu- 
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tions in Indiana. Why does Indiana need more money than any other 
State, than New York? 

Dr. Dertuick. I had not realized that it did. 

Mr. Denton. What is the problem there? 

Mr. Hucues. These are the estimates that institutions in the State 
of Indiana submitted as to what they would now judge their additional 
needs to be. 

Mr. Larrp. Indiana likes Federal aid so well. 

Mr. Huaues. Part of the explanation, sir, is the fact that Indiana 
institutions received some 80 percent of their requested funds; that is, 
the appropriations were sufficient to give Indiana institutions only 
80 percent of what they thought they needed. I might also point out 
that there are some—— 

Mr. Denron. I do not understand that. 

Mr. HuGues. The $30 million was $434 million short of paying the 
full amount of all institutional requests last summer. That represents 
in total 85 percent of all requests that were approved. The amount 
that was given out State by State varied from some 55 to 100 percent 
because of the allotment provisions in the act. It so happened that 
Indiana was one of those states that got less than 100 percent and its 
percentage was 80 percent. 

Dr. Derrutck. The reason Indiana got so much less is there was 
a greater demand in Indiana for loan funds than there was in Dela- 
ware, for example. You have touched, Mr. Denton, upon one of the 
imperfections of this act that we recognize. We have in mind that 
perhaps a technic al amendment is needed. Now the money goes to 
the States on an allotment basis in terms of the ratio of college stu- 
dents in the State to the total number of college students in the 
country. Experience has shown that loan needs are not expressed in 
terms of number of students in the several States. Some States do 
not need all the money available to them while other States maybe 
have only 55 percent enough money, as in the last distribution because 
they have a greater proportion of needy students. 

If we could have distributed the money on a nationwide basis, we 
would have given every institution in the allocation last fall 85 percent 
of what was requested. Instead of that, because the money was 
frozen on a State basis, we sent some 33 States, as 1 remember, 100 
percent of what they asked for and other States less than they asked 
for, down to 55 percent. In Indiana you get 80 percent of what you 
asked for instead of 100 percent. 

Mr. Denton. It looks like the reason Indiana is getting so much 
is because they asked for so much more than anybody else; is that 
right? 

Dr. Dertuicx. That is true. Indiana has evidenced greater need 
for student loans than about probably 20 or 25 other States. 

Mr. Denton. I see. 

Dr. Derrarick. Alabama, as I remember it, was at the short end. 
They only received 55 percent whereas Indiana got 80 percent, and 
Delaware got 100 percent. There was a greater need in Indiana. 
If we always had enough money, the allotment system would not 
make such a difference. 

Mr. Denton. Does that include Indiana and Purdue, the State 
Teacher’s College? 


Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Denton. You have one school that asked for an additional 
$1,600. What school is that? 

Mr. Huaues. Huntington College. 

Mr. Denton. What about DePauw? Did they ask for any money? 
Mr. Hucues. They aren’t participating. 

Mr. Denton. Why aren’t they participating? 

Dr. Murrueap. They have stated no reason for their lack of 
participation. 

Mr. Denton. Has there ever been any correspondence with them 
on it? 

Dr. Dertuick. We expected when we went into this thing—another 
example of difficulty in estimating—we guessed that maybe 800 
institutions would participate; 1,197 did the first year. 

Mr. Denton. Is Evansville College participating in it? 
Mr. Huaues. Yes, sir. 





CONDITIONS ON WHICH LOANS ARE MADE 


Mr. Denton. Just one other question: What rate of interest do 
you charge on these loans? 

Dr. Dertuick. Three percent and they do not pay the interest 
until a year after graduation. 

Mr. Denton. So there are about 4 years you lose interest in there? 

Dr. Dertuick. Yes—well, 5, 4, 3, 2, or 1, or whatever it might be. 

Mr. Denton. Do you require any security of any kind other than 
students’ personal signature? 

Dr. Dertuick. No, sir. 

Mr. Denton. You do not have any experience as to whether it will 
be collectible? 

Dr. Dertuick. Yes, we do. I will ask Dr. Flynt to give our 
record of experience in previous programs, which is amazingly good. 

Dr. Ftynt. During the war, we operated a program of this kind, 
Mr. Denton, and the collections have been very good. 

Dr. Derrtuick. It is remarkably good. 

Mr. Denton. What percentage of the loss do you have? 

Mr. Hucues. Ninety-five percent of the loans have been paid, sir. 
Even at that, we cannot say there are losses because many of them 
had payments postponed because of subsequent military service. 

Mr. Denton. We will get most of this money back, anyhow, 
except we lose a little on 4 years’ interest? 

Dr. Derruick. Yes. We will get an amount equal to our capital 
money back and more out of this program. 

Mr. Denton. We will lose a little interest? 

Dr. Derruick. A little interest; yes. I am reminded of the for- 
giveness feature. You know, in the case of those that teach in public, 
elementary, and secondary schools, as much as half the loan may be 
forgiven, depending upon how many years they serve in teaching up 
to five. 

Mr. Denton. What percentage will come under that? 

Dr. Dertuick. Have we gone far enough to know that yet? We 
don’t really know yet. 

Dr. Murrueap. We don’t know precisely yet, but a substantial 
number of the loans already made have been made to students who 
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have indicated a desire to teach. Of course, we will not be able to 
tell until they complete their education. 

Mr. Denton. You say half their loans? What percentage of the 
loans? 

Dr. Muirueap. A substantial percentage of the loans that were 
made in 1959. I can get that figure for you. In fact, I think I have 
it right here. In 1959, 24,000 actual loans were made and of that 
number 13,000 indicated that they planned to teach. 

Mr. Denton. They would have to teach 5 years to get half of it 
forgiven. 

| think that is all. 

Mr. Focarry. Mr. Laird? 

Mr. Larrp. Mr. Commissioner, | think your statement is a very 
good statement. I had an opportunity to go over it before the hearing 
today. My only concern with the loan program is that I hope it can 
be placed on a current basis rather than the basis under which we 
have had to operate for the last year and a half. In the 1961 budget 
we will be faced with a proposition where your estimates and figures 
that you will be submitting are figures that we can rely upon pretty 
well so we won't be faced with a supplemental request that really puts 
the program in a bad position, I think, because the schools do not 
really receive any of that until almost the end of the school term. 


PRACTICAL NURSE TRAINING PROGRAM, WAUSAU, WIS. 


I think the subject of your supplemental request has been pretty 
well covered. I see in the committee room this afternoon the Director 
of the Vocational Education Program in your Department. We have 
all been back in our congressional districts. Last year in the markup 
of this bill I got in touch with the office to find out exactly how much 
money was needed to carry out the practical nurses training programs. 
There was one to be established in my congressional district which I 
was interested in, in Wausau, Wis. 

My home community of Marshfield also wanted to have a practical 
nurses training program but they were told they would have to wait 
until after Wausau was set up and the program in operation. 

Now, for some reason or other the program has never gotten going 
at Wausau and the funds were provided. I would like to have some 
information supplied on just what the situation is there. We pro- 
vided the additional money and I understood that this program was 
going forward in Wausau. Nothing has taken place. 

Dr. Dertuick. Mr. Laird, we will ask Mr. Pearson. We may have 
to dig into some more facts about it, before we give you the final report, 
but can you give Mr. Laird any information now? 

Mr. Pearson. I wouldn’t be able to give you any information now. 

Dr. Derruick. We will certainly be glad to supply it and I hope 
that it makes a good case. 

(The information to be supplied is as follows:) 


PracticAL NuRsSE TRAINING ProcRAM, Wausau, WISs. 


Several vears ago plans were progressing for initiating a practical nurse program. 
A qualified instruetor had been employed. Then, one of the hospitals withdrew. 
Hence, the program had to be dropped. 

Plans are now being made for a meeting to be held within the next 2 months for 
all agencies interested in a practical nurse program. These agencies include 
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hospitals, doctors’ associations, nurses’ associations, public schools, and other 
interested parties. 


Mr. Larrp. No further questions. 
Mr. Fogarty. Mr. Cederberg? 


LOYALTY OATH AND DISCLAIMER AFFIDAVIT 


Mr. CeperBerG. Inasmuch as this question of the loyalty oath and 
the disclaimer has come up, would you please place in the record just 
exactly what the oath required is and what this disclaimer states? 

Dr. Dertuick. Yes. 

[Note: The requested information is contained in the following 
testimony of Dr. Babbidge.| 

Mr. Cepersera. Do | understand it states an individual has to 
sign a statement to the effect that he is not a member of any organiza- 
tion seeking to overthrow the Government of the United States? 

Dr. Dertuick. Well, Dr. Babbidge, suppose you speak to that 
point. 

Dr. BaxssinGe. It goes a little bit further than that, Mr. Cederberg, 
He signs an affidavit in which he disclaims any belief in, contribution 
to, or membership in such an organization. I think perhaps we ought 
to read the whole section. 

Dr. Dertuick. It might be well just to review the reasons why the 
schools and the institutions oppose it. They do not generally speaking 
oppose the loyalty oath. 

Dr. BABBIDGE (reading): 

No part of any fund appropriated or otherwise made available for expenditure 
under authority of this Act shall be used to make payments or loans to any indi- 
vidual unless such individual (1) has executed and filed with the Commissioner 
an affidavit that he does not believe in and is not a member of and does not sup- 
port any organization that believes in or teaches the overthrow of the United 
States Government by force or violence or by any illegal or unconstitutional 
methods. 

That is what is commonly referred to as the disclaimer affidavit. 

In addition, the recipients have to take or subscribe to an affidavit 
in the following form: 

I do solemnly swear or affirm that I will bear true faith and allegiance to the 
United States of America and will support and defend the Constitution and laws 
of the United States against all its enemies, foreign and domestic. 

That is what is commonly referred to as the lovalty oath. 

Mr. Cepersera. No one complains about the loyalty oath. 

Dr. BassripGe. Not substantially. 

Mr. CeperserG. How can anyone object to this disclaimer? I fail 
to understand that. 

Dr. Derruick. I think we ought to cite several reasons for 
I might begin by saying that there are many other recipients ol 
Federal funds—farmers, for example. This seems to single out 
students and school people as being particularly suspect. You do not 
make a farmer take such a disclaimer oath when he receives funds, 
but you make a student, because he is suspect, you see. That is one 
of the reasons why it is so vigorously protested. 

Mr. Ceperserc. How many students have been refused loans 
because they would not sign the disclaimer? 

Dr. Derruicx. I could not say as to that. 
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Dr. BassipGe. I do not believe we have any information on that. 

Dr. Derruick. I don’t have information on that. 

Mr. CepersBera. I believe that is very important. Just because 
the faculty of an institution does not like the disclaimer, we are not 
loaning money to the faculty. We are loaning it to the students. 

Dr. Dertuick. Of course, students themselves have reflected views 
of opposition, very strong views, but it is the faculty and the adminis- 
trative heads and boards of tethitend that decide the policy. 

Dr. Muirneap. | think it should also be said that the student 
loan funds consist of two parts, part Federal money and part institu- 
tional money. Consequently, each institution has some of its own 
money in the loan fund. The colleges feel that the disclaimer portion 
of the oath and affidavit provision ts discriminatory and they feel also 
that it is unnecessary. The reasoning here being that if a student 
signs a loyalty oath then why does he have to sign the disclaimer oath? 

Mr. CreperBerG. Let us assume it is unnecessary and let us assume 
it might be even a little discriminatory as you state, because of the 
difference between farmers, et cetera. If a student needs a loan to go 
to school and he will not sign this disclaimer, then he does not need the 
loan very badly. I fail to understand why an institution would refuse 
to accept funds to provide loans for needed education to students just 
because they oppose this disclaimer. That is just beyond me. 

Dr. Dertuick. They do feel very strongly about it. I don’t think 
we finished the point about the fact that the institution puts in one- 
ninth of the money. There may be some institutions that would be 
willing to go through with it if it were all Federal money, but since 
all institutions have a stake in this capital fund and because their 
money is in it, they feel that it commits them to this discriminatory 
regulation and they do not want to be a party to it. That is part of 
the reasoning. Then another reason that has been advanced is that 
this disclaimer oath would not uncover a single disloyal person or a 
Communist because a Communist would just as soon tell a he about 
it as not. 

Mr. CeperBerG. I do not dispute that at all. They probably 
would as soon lie about it. I feel if there is a time when we need a 
resurgence of Americanism, it is now. 

I do not think students, by any percentage that amounts to any- 
thing, would object to this disclaimer. 

I have in front of me here an article that appeared December 14, 
1959, written by David Lawrence, referring to the Ivy League and 
loy alty oaths, in which they delve into a little bit of the oaths that are 
required from their students who participate in their athletic programs. 

| suppose they could say that discriminates between those who are 
going to one sc ‘hool versus those who are going to another school. 

You can carry this thing too far. 

That is all I have to say on it. 

Dr. Dertuicx. Mr. Chairman, Dr. Babbidge has sent me word 
that while he appreciated very, very much your compliment of him and 
your recognition of his having been named one of the outstanding 
young men of the year in America, that he was a little embarrassed 
about your generous words because he remembered that when you 
were his age you had already finished about a decade of service in the 
Congress. 

Mr. Focarty. Well, I was never honored like that by the Jaycees. 
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Is there anything you would like to add to make the record complete? 

Dr. Derraick. | think our prepared statement will suffice. 

Mr. Foaarrty. I think you have done a good job in the administra- 
tion of this act. Everywhere that | have been, and I have, as you 
know, spoken to quite a few meetings of people interested in education 
in the last couple of months, it seems to be universally accepted. 
They think you are doing a good job. This is one of the most worth- 
while things Congress has done in behalf of education. 

Dr. Derrick. I think you put your finger on the reason; that is, 
the fine staff people such as Dr. Babbidge and others. 

Mr. Focarry. As you know, | supported this bill when it passed 
Congress. I happened to be in the chair the 2 days debate was held 
on the bill. I am very much aaa we find ourselves in the 
position now where students are applying for loans and unable to get 
them. And some students are ees out of colleges because these 
loans are not available. I think we could get a little quicker action 
than it appears we are going to get from what you have told us about 
the timing of your request for a supplemental appropriation. 

There are ways of getting things like this done promptly. I remem- 
ber less than 2 years ago when we were faced with a real shortage of 
funds for une mployment compensation for veterans and Federal 
employees. The numbers of unemployed were much in excess of 
what was estimated, and they ran out of money. The Bureau of the 
Budget advised both Committees on Appropriations that emergency 
action was necessary. The House Committee on Appropriations met 
February 7, 1958, and reported out House Joint Resolution 533 to 
appropriate $43,400,000. That was a Friday. On Monday, February 

10, the resolution was passed by the House shortly after noon and, 
within an hour or two the Senate passed it. It was signed into law 
by the President on February 12. 

I hope you would inform the Secretary of this example that I have 
given to you to show that quite fast action is possible if everyone 
along the line thinks it is important. 

I think this shortage of funds for the student loan program is 
important enough to get excited about and not just let it be handled 
in the same old routine way. Because if this schedule stands and no 
action is taken by the House until the middle of March, you may not 
get anything until May. I just do not like to see these young people 
who have read about the availability of these loans, and are depending 
on them, to apply and be told by you people you are sorry, you have 
run out of funds. I do not want to be responsible for it, and I do not 
want Congress to be responsible for it. I don’t think we are, because, 
as you know, we tried to get you to say last vear that you needed 
more money because I w: anted to give you what was needed to finance 
all approvable applications, and we did appropriate every dollar you 
asked for. 

I hope you will carry that message back to the Secretary and to the 
people in the Bureau of the Budget, that there are ways that things 
can be accomplished very promptly if there is need to. It is the respon- 
sibility of the executive branch to take the initiative and advise 
Congress if an emergency situation exists with regard to any program 
you have the responsibility for administering, which of course includes 
the student loan program, and it is the responsibility of the executive 
branch to request promptly action to correct the situation. 

Thank you very much. 
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